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FAILURE OF SOVIET SATELLITE INTERCEPTOR 

Q: Do you have any comment on the failure of the Soviet 
Satellite Interceptor? 

A: In keeping with our policy, I would have no comment~on 

intelligence collection activities. 

[If you get any questions on whether this interceptor is a violation of 

the SALT Treaty or Outer Space Treaty, please take the questions. 

J 



Q: Are the TTB /PNE Treaties legally binding under international law? 

A: Noo although the usual practice is that during the period between 

signing of the treaties and their entry into force, the parties will 

not behave in a manner inconsistent with the principles and objec-

tives of the treaties. Such a provision is included in the Vienna 

Convention, but this is itself unratified. Thus there is no legally 

binding commitment. 

Q: Was there an informal understanding with the Soviets on this 
issue? 

A: The TTB Treaty was intended to come into effect on March 31 of 

this year., However, we had not completed the PNE negotiations 

by that date, which we had specified as an essential condition 

prior to having the TTB Treaty take effect. The US stated 

that for the immediate future it had no plans for tests above 
~ 

the 150 KT thr,eshold,, .. the Soviet side said that it did not 

intend to take any action i,Wcompatible with the provision 

of the treaty. 
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Statement on Threshold Test Ban 

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) was signed on July 3, 1974, 

and scheduled to take effect on March 31, 1976. However, Article III of 

that treaty calls for the US and USSR to negotiate a separate agreement 

governing the conduct of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 

purposes (PNEs}. At the time of signing the TTBT and on several 

subseq;tent occasions, we stated that in view of the close relationship 

between the verification of a threshold on nuclear weapon tests·and the 

conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions, we would not present the TTBT 

to the Senate for ratification until a satisfactory PNE agreement had been · 

concluded. 

' The negotiations for a PNE agreement began in October 1974 with the 

agreed objective of ensuring that peaceful nuclear explosions would not be 

conducted so ·as to provide weapons-related benefits that wer·e otherwise 

precluded by the TTBT. The two sides have made considerable progress 

in completing an agreement and the negotiations al"e continuing in Moscow 

to resolve the few remaining issues. 

The two sides hope that a satisfactory agreement can be concluded 

within the next several weeks. During this pel"iod, we expect that neither 

side will conc1uct weapons tests above the threshold of 150 kilotons. For 

the immediate future, we have no plans for high yield weapons tests above 

the thre shotd of 150 kilotons. 



-stafeme nt e t'i Tlwe !!!hold To st Btlr\, 

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) was signed on July 3, 1974, 

and scheduled to take effect on March 31, 1976. However, Article III of 

that treatr callB for the US and USSR to negotiate a separate agreement 

governing the conduct of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 

purposes (PNEs ). At the time of signing the TTBT and on several 

subsequent occasions, we stated that in view of the close relationship 

between the verification of a threshold on nuclear weapon tests and the 

conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions, we would not present the TTBT to 

the Senate for ratification until a satisfactory PNE agreement had been 

concluded. 

The negotiations for a PNE agreement began in October 1974 with the 

agreed objective of ensuring that peaceful· nuclear explosions would not be 

conducted so as to provide weapons-related benefits that were otherwise 

precluded by the TTBT. The two sides have made considerable progress 

in completing an agreement and the negotiations are continuing in Moscow 

to resolve the few remaining issues. We remain hopeful that a satisfactory 

PNE agreement can be concluded very soon. 

For the immediate future,. we have no plans for high yield weapons 

tests above the threshold of 150 kilotons. In light of the considerable 

pro.gre s s made toward com.pleting the PNE agreement we are willing to 

continue the negotiations for another 30 to 60 days before reexamining our 
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testing plans. Of couese, we would expect the Soviets not to conduct any 
I 

tests above the threshold or any peaceful nuclear explosions during this 

30-60 day period required for completion of an agreement. 



TTB Fact Sheet 

Following negotiations in Moscow in the spring of 1974 

an agreement was reached during the Juiy summit meeting 

which bans nuclear weapon tests having a yield above 150 

kilotons (equivalent to 150,000 tons of TNT). Both nations 

have the capability by their own national technical means 

to distinguish between underground nuclear explosions and 

earthquakes when the yield is this high. The treaty con-

tains a specific commitment by the parties not to interfere 

with the national technical means· of verification of the 

other, and provides for regular consultations to take care 

of any questions \'lhich might arise relating to the imple-

mentation of its provisions. 

The treaty is accompanied by a protocol detailing 

technical data to be exchanged and limiting testing to 

specific designated test sites to assist verification. The 

data to be exchanged includes information on the geology of 

the testing areas. Geological data -- including such factors 

as density of rock formation, water saturation, and depth 

of the water table -- are useful in verifying test yields 

because the seismic signal produced by a given underground 
' 

nuclear explosion varies with these factors at the test 

location. After an actual test has taken place, the 

geographic coordinates of the test location are to be 
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furnished to the other party, to help in placing the test 

in the proper geological formation and thus in assessing 

the yield. Other information available to the United States 

will be used to cross check the data p~ovided. 

The treaty also stipulates that data will be exchanged 

on a certain number of "calibration tests." By establishing 

the correlation between given yields of explosions at the 

specified sites and the seismic signals produced, this 

exchange will help improve assessments on both sides of the 

yields of explosions based on the measurements derived from 

their seismic instruments. The tests used for calibration 

purposes may be tests which have been conducted in the past 

or may be new tests. 

Agreement to exchange the detailed data described 

above represents a significant degree of direct cooperation 

by the two major nuclear powers in the effort to control 

nuclear armaments. For the first time, each party will 

make available to the other data relating to its nuclear 

weapons program. 

For the purposes of. the treaty, all underground 

nuclear explosions at specified test sites will be considered 

nuclear weapon tests. Engineering applications of peaceful 

·nuclear explosions (PNEs) must be at locations away from 

the specified test sites. Since it i~ not possible to 

distinguish between the technology of nuclear devices for 
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peaceful engineering purposes and that for nuclear weapons, 

the question of how a program for peaceful nuclear explosions 

might be carried out without violating the threshold 

treaty is a complicated one. Article III of the treaty 

committed the United States and the Soviet Union to pursue 

this problem in subsequent discussions. 

These discussions began in Moscow in October 1974 and 

have continued to the present -- in a series of six rounds. 

As noted in today's statement, considerable progress has 

been made and negotiations are continuing in Moscow to 

resolve the few remaining issues. We remain hopeful that 

a satisfactory PNE agreement can be concluded in the near 

future. 

I . 



CAUSE OF SOVIET REJECTION OF TRADE BILL 

0: Mr. President, in your State of the Union address you seemed to 
lay blame for Soviet rejection of the Trade Bill and subsequent 
decision not to put into force the 1972 US- USSR Trade Agreement 
at the doorstep of Congress. Do you think the Congress is to blame 
for this setback in US-USSR relations? 

A: I do not think any useful purpose would be served by speculating 

on the reasons for the Soviet decision or by engaging in recrimina-

tions here at home. As the Secretary of State has said on recent 

occasions, there was no disagreement between the Congress and 

the Administration as to objectives. We differed with some 

Members of the Congress about the methods to achieve these 

objectives. 

behind us. As far as the Administration is concerned, it will 

continue to pursue a policy of improved relations with the Soviet 

Union-- a policy in the best interests of the United States. We 

will do so in a spirit of cooperation with the Congress. In the 

near future we will begin consultation with the Congress on 

appropriate steps for new trade legislation written on the basis 

of a consensus between the Administration and the Congress which 

we hope will avoid some of the difficulties that arose previously. 

A growing, mutually beneficial trade relationship with the Soviet 

Union is a..TI important part of our overall efforts to improve relations. 

For this reason, we will continue our efforts to develop a normal 

trading relationship with the Soviet Union. 



Question: 

Answer: 

4 

The Chicago Tribune has reported that the Defense 
Department has uncovered a :massive KGB operation 
of monitoring the private telephone calls o£ A-nericans, 

\ 

including Government a..."'l.d business leaders. Two 
things bother me about this: first, that the KGB could 
do it at all and what steps we nave ta...lcen to counteract 
that kind of activity; a...'1.d second, don1t we have to 
monitor .American conversations ourselves in order to 
be able to determine what the KGB is monitoring? 

I don't believe any comment on that subject is appro
priate for national security reasons. I have, however, 
discussed the matter with appropriate members of the 
Congress. 

,. 



-

Q Mr. President. Some people are saying your trip 
to Japan. South Korea and the Soviet Union is 
poorly timed. That you should stay at home and 
concentrate on the problem of inflation. Do you have 
any comment on that criticism? 

A A President has many responsibilities. I have put 
forward my recommendations for dealing with our 
current economic problems. It is now up to the 
Congress to act. 

In addition, I have responsibilities for conducting 
American M!lli foreign policy. The trip to Japan, 
South Korea and the Soviet Union is vital to America's 
long-term interest and to the hopes of all Americans 

f"'p~ ... b PB achieving progress in halting the nuc'lear arms 
race and building a more peaceful world. 

• 
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7. Why are the South Vietnamese abandoning 3 provinces in South 
Vietnam? Is there any reason to persist in aiding a country tht t 
will not defend itself? 

GUIDANCE: Since the ceasefire, the balance of forces has 
changed markedly. Over 220, 000 North Vietnamese troops 
and three other North Viefuamese divisions have infiltrated 
the South. Significant amounts of equipment have been 
brought in as well. The North Vietnamese input is strong 
and the South Vietnamese cannot defend all areas, especially 
in light of the aid cuts in Congress.. Even though there is no 
fighting in the three highland provinces, the fear of Communist 
incursions has led the populace to begin moving toward more 
secure government controlled areas to the South. Clearly, the 
need for U.S. assistance is urgent. The South Vietnamese are 
strong and they have the desire to defend themselves, if only 
we will assist them. The President has stated his willingness 
to work with the Congress to ensure that the $300 million he 
has requested is provided quickly. 

8. FYI ONLY: Attached is a fact sheet on the Executive Branch 
position on the Foreign Aid Bill currently before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. We are _s._up_E_~!ting this bill 
enthusiastically (with the two amendments) and are encouraging 
others to do so. Though the levels of aid are less than requested, 
they still constitute a workable foreign aid package we would 
like passed quickly. Any chance you have to discuss our support 
with the media would be helpful. 
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SOVIET MISSILES AND STRATEGIC BALANCE 

Q. Secretary Schlesinger recently announced that the 
Soviet Union is deploying two intercontinental 
missiles armed with multiple nuclear -,.,arheads. What 
impact will this have upon the strategic balance? 

A. This action will not reduce in any way the effectivene~s 
of our nuclear deterrent forces. The deployment of 
multiple warheads by the soviet Union has been anticipated 
for some time. Deployment of up to 1,320 missiles with 
multiple warheads is permitted by the Vladivostok SALT 
agreements. 

However, we should not ·allow ourselves to be lulled into 
a false sense of security. If the United States is to 
maintain an unassailable nuclear deterrent and keep its 
military forces second to none, we must be prepared to 
devote the resources necessary to do so. 

G/23/7S 

--------
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BUILT-IN VIO OF TITE TTIRESHOLD 

Q: .According to radio reports, the Threshold Test Ban 
Agreement we signed \Vith the Russians carries with 
it a secret understanding that violations will be 
overloo.ked. Is there any truth to these reports? 

A: That story relates to a ~ery technical point dealing with 

potential minor differences between actual yield of a test 

as compared with planned yield of nncle'l.r devices. It, 

and all other aspects of the treaty will be explained in 

detail in the course of the Senate review and will becorne 

part of the public· record, but if you want the details 

now I suggest you ask at DOD, ERDA or ACDA. 

. .. 



Q: 

A: 

Evans and Novak clai.In that President Ford is pushing for consensus 
on a new SALT agreement that would sacrifice cruise missiles and 
permit unconstrained deployment of Backfire in return for Soviet 
reductions in the 2400 ceiling agreed at Vladivostok. Is this true 
and can we expect a new US initiative to attempt to break the current 
impasse in the SALT negotiations? 

~~ ~~ w·,~<\ ou.r pct:~cJ:j> £1- ~~f 
w:e:.-will not ru 'ta •r discuss the tietaU:r't:b:iif7>1SC"Med:trrg 011 81!f::tf" 

" 
o.1il camme;gt '*' ant sliMe!' ••f!teei ei·tM Evans and Novak article. 

We are continuing our efforts to obtain a new SALT agreement. 

\-+--If and when we get a new agreement, it will be an agreement in our 

national interest and unrelated to domestic politics. We are continuing 

to pursue this important subject in a careful and deliberate manner 

without regard for any imagined or arbitrary ti.Inetable. 



Two Soviet Nuclear Blasts 

Q, There have been recent press reports that the Soviet Union 
conducted two underground nuclear tests in July that were 
above the 150 kt limit of the TTB and PNE treaties. Is this 
true? 

A: The Soviet Union detonated underground nuclear explosions in 

the Semipalatinsk Test Area on July 4 and the vicinity of 

A zgir near the Caspian Sea on July 29. Measuring the precise 

yield is a difficult technical problem and a band of uncertainty 

exists as to the yield of the explosions. The assessment of 

these data will require several more weeks, I should point 

out that the TTB/PNE treaties contain provisions for the 

exchange of data which will significantly improve our ability 
•'\;<' 

to make these yield measurements once the treaties take effect. 

0: Are these tests violations of the TTB and PNE Treaties, and 
have we raised this with the Soviets? 

A: Neither government has completed ratification of these treaties, 

so they are not yet legally binding on either party. The Soviet 

Union has stated that these tests did not violate the TTB threshold 

and repeated their earlier assurance that they would observe this 

limit pending ratification of the TTB Treaty. 
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a preparatory conference to work out the 

structure of future negotiations. But the 

purpose of this meeting was not to reach decisions. 

It was to exchange views. They agreed to continue 

close consultations in the future, with a view 

QUESTION: Did they reach a common assessment of the recent 
Soviet call for a return to Geneva, as well as 
on the current Soviet position in the Middle East? 

-. 

ANSWER: The two leaders had a wide-ranging exchange of views 

on where matters stand in the Middle East today, but 

I am not going to get into the substance of those 

exchanges. 

QUESTION: Did they discuss the situation in Lebanon? 

ANSWER: As I said they discussed the overall situation in the 

Middle East. That obviously includes the Lebanese 

(DUESTION: 

ANSWER: 

situation. I have no details of that discussion. 

Did they discuss the question of U.S. arms deliveries 
to Israel? 

I have nothing to say on the details of the U.S. military 

supply relationship with Israel. 

FYI: The FY 77 Budget provides $1 billion in Foreign Military Sales 
credits for Israel. 

""~<!1!;.1!','!, -~---------------------------- ------------



"" ______ ----------

The Simon visit to Moscow has been planned for over a year. 

It is .the annual meeting of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Tmmx Trade Council, 

of which Simon is an honorary director. It is customary procedure 

for the directors to address this meeting, and both Simon and 

his Soviet connterpart will do so. (Wire stories this AM say he 

may 1x well meet with Brezhnev •• ) 

This is Simon 1 s third official (Treau;ury is calling this an 

''official" visit ) visit in two years, and the emphasis of the 
establish 

trip is s: to pcba:x::!e closer commercial ties between the two 

countires. The military transport was arranged through 

the U.S. Air Force. 

N • .B. Apparently the Mexico trip has been cancelled, although 

Te:"easury has not yett ·announced it. 




